Sophisticated empirical study of perceptions of crime seriousness began with Sellin and Wolfgang's The Measurement of Delinquency. 5 The authors selected more than one-hundred and forty criminal offenses and obtained ratings of the seriousness of each from university students and from members of the criminal justice system. 6 Both in relative ordering and in the absolute scores given to each offense, Sellin and Wolfgang observed a substantial degree of consensus both within and between subgroups Numerous replications of the study have been conducted, seeking to extend its findings across wider populations, across cultures, and with refined methodology. s An early replication by Rossi et al. improved upon other replications that used problematic sampling and testing techniques and is still one of the most widely-cited studies in the perceptions of crime. 9 One-hundred and forty respondents rated eighty criminal offenses, and overall consensus, as well as consensus across racial, gender, and educational groups, was examined.'° A substantial degree of agreement was observed among those subgroups." Most recently, Robinson and Kurzban asked respondents to rank order a set of twenty-four activities that might be criminal. They asked for ratings of blame-worthiness, rather than seriousness, observing a similar high level of agreement in respondents' rankings. As with any body of empirical work, various methodological criticisms have been levied. 4 On a more fundamental level, however, researchers have had difficulty in agreeing on exactly what is meant by the term "seriousness."'" One attempt at replication of the Sellin-Wolfgang findings questioned whether seriousness "is a unidimensional phenomenon."' 6 Howe made this point more explicitly:
A fundamental difficulty with the seriousness construct as commonly [used] is that it squeezes the crime stimuli into an assumed unitary dimension, a sort of lowest common denominator of comparison. This constraint leaves some investigators uneasy: It does not identify the particular respects in which two random crimes with comparable seriousness values may in fact be regarded as equivalent, nor does it capture the respects in which they are different. Crimes are obviously multidimensional in nature, but the fact seems not to have been acknowledged and exploited experimentally. 7
In order to untangle the evaluative dimensions on which people discriminate the notion of "seriousness," Howe used multidimensional scaling (MDS) procedures on similarity ratings of eighteen crimes to obtain a "mapping of crime stimuli that approximately preserves an equivalent evaluative ordering while at 14. In general, two approaches have been used in the measurement of perceptions of crime seriousness. James P. Lynch & Mona J. E. Danner, Offense Seriousness Scaling: An Alternative to Scenario Methods, 9 J. QUANTITATIVE CRIMINOLOGY 309, 309 (1993) . The crime scenario method, developed by Sellin and Wolfgang and used in numerous extensions of their work, presents subjects with brief scenarios describing a criminal offense. SELLIN & WOLFGANG, supra note 5, at 253-54. Subjects are asked to rate these offenses on one of two types of scales. Id. at 254. The first is a fixed Liken scale ranging from least to most serious. Id. The second is an absolute magnitude scale for which no endpoints are given and subjects are free to rate the stimuli with whatever scale they desire, keeping in mind the relative weights they assign to the various crimes. Gideon 177, 179 (1986) . A related alternative to the scenario method is the factorial survey design, which systematically varies the different possible combinations of factors that might affect subjects' judgments in order to identify which factors are most influential. E.g., Rossi et al., supra note 2, at 62. Robinson and Kurzban used essentially a similar method. See Robinson & Kurzban, supra note 8 (manuscript at 30).
Although most criminological and social psychological studies have used such designs, they have nevertheless been subjected to some methodological critiques. These have included inappropriate sampling ofthe same time explicating some bases of their differences."' 8 MDS is a procedure that helps researchers uncover "hidden structure[s]" in existing data by graphically plotting respondents' perceptions of perceived similarities (or dissimilarities) among various stimuli.' 9 When these stimuli are located on a plot based on such perceptions, underlying dimensions that respondents may have used (consciously or not) can be inferred. 20 In that way, Howe's research expanded the unidimensional perspective on the perception of crime by means of MDS; he inferred that perceptions were in fact comprised of two dimensions: seriousness and potential harm. ' Sebba, another critic of the perception of crime seriousness as monolithic, challenged two decades of investigation into perceptions of crime for ignoring the factor of criminal intent in judgments of seriousness.
2 A subsequent study using MDS techniques found evidence for this factor; using a sample of Israeli adults and thirty offenses, researchers identified two dimensions of seriousness: degree of personal injury (i.e., damage to person rather than property) and degree of criminal intent. 23 1978) . 20. Id. at 7. For instance, subjects might be asked to rate the similarity of countries in the world and a plot made of those similarity rankings. The resulting plot might look like a map of the world, which could suggest that subjects were, implicitly or explicitly, using dimensions involving distance; in particular, dimensions of north/south and east/west. But the plot might line up the stimuli on a single axis going from largest to smallest, or most to least economically developed, or most to least known, suggesting that subjects used that single dimension in rating the countries. Inferring which dimension is important to respondents helps understand the way in which they see the world (in this example, literally) Artifact?, 23 CRIMINOLOGY 99, 110 (1985) .
give increased insight into lay perceptions of crime seriousness, relative to previous studies that have used unidimensional scales to judge "seriousness" or "blameworthiness." However, only two studies in the last forty years have used such techniques. 27 Moreover, neither law, social psychology, nor criminology has made full use of the relevant body of knowledge in the other fields. Accordingly, two goals of the present study are, first, to add to such knowledge, and to the somewhat sparse methodologically rigorous literature investigating the perceptions of crime, and, second, to develop more communication between the 21 legal system and social scientists. I have two broader goals here as well. First, as Robinson and colleagues have pointed out, an understanding of citizens' perceptions of crime, blameworthiness, and punishment can have important policy implications 29 They and others identify, for instance, potential dangers in divergence between lay conceptions of justice and blame, on the one hand, and black-letter law on the other. 30 The public may lose confidence in a system whose rulings do not comport with their lay notions," or jurors may nullify in criminal cases where they disagree with the black-letter law involved. 32 Identifying the basic sorts of judgments that individuals make in evaluating crimes, consciously or not, can help guide substantive policy, 33 can help the legal system educate citizens about the substantive law, 34 and can help educate the legal and political systems as well. Another closely related goal, however, is to apply the literature in a new way. In addition to the two areas mentioned above-individual differences in perceptions of crime and criminal justice policy making-there is a third area in which examination of the underlying dimensions of crime perceptions may be useful: moral decision-making. Empirical inquiry into moral decision-making is 27 Warr, for instance, has suggested that evaluations of seriousness in fact "mask other, distinct cognitive processes," specifically, that such evaluations involve some composite of evaluations of harmfulness and moral wrongfulness. 8 Indeed, a logical connection exists between judgments of criminal offenses and judgments of immorality. A long line of research suggests that lay moral judgments concerning intent, causation, blame, responsibility, and mitigation are closely related both to legal judgments about such standards and to lay notions of those legal judgments. 39 Both legal scholars and psychologists suggest that behaviors are made criminal, in large part, because of public perception that they are morally wrong; that is, a criminal offense is defined primarily by its inherent lack of morality. 40 "Criminal law is merely the codification of the outrage felt by people when actions of deviants violate the commonly held moral principles."' Put another way, "if law were not based in common sense moral reasoning, it would not be possible to identify particular legal practices as incorrect, faulty, or unjust.... Law must embody the moral understandings of the society. Thus, immorality is a highly salient aspect of a criminal offense, and a judgment about an offense will capture that aspect. Warr's findings emphasize this connection in two ways. First, a "substantial minority" of his subjects considered all crimes "equally wrong morally," equating a transgression against the criminal law with one against a moral code.
4 ' 3 For this group, making a judgment of crime was identical to making a judgment of immorality. Second, even for the remaining subjects, a substantial correlation existed between 36 subjects' judgments of the seriousness of thirty-one criminal offenses and their judgments of the moral wrongfulness of those offenses." Accordingly, interpretation of the dimensions underlying perceptions of crime can also give insight into the dimensions underlying moral decisionmaking. Such insight would be valuable as a supplement to moral reasoning research in the Kohlbergian tradition of examining the justification of decisions about moral dilemmas. 45 Identifying dimensions individuals use in their judgments about morality, as well as identifying potential individual differences in the use of such dimensions, may yield information about the moral decision itself, not only about subjects' explanations of their decisions. This is especially useful in light of Wilson and colleagues' research showing that the very process of introspection--of consciously analyzing the reasons for a decision-not only may not accurately tap an individual's underlying assumptions about that decision, but may also significantly change subsequent decisions and behavior. 46 Thus, an alternative, supplementary approach of identifying underlying dimensions can yield additional insight into people's moral decision-making, with the consequent implications both for policymaking and for empirical research into moral decision-making.
I thus conducted two empirical multidimensional scaling studies in order to identify the dimensions underlying individuals' perceptions of criminal offenses. As described in detail below, the first study, more exploratory in nature, identified three such dimensions; the second sought to validate the three inferred dimensions by asking respondents to rate the crimes on those particular scales. 44 . r (31) = .95, p <.001. Calculation by the author based on data from Warr, supra note 4, at 801 tbl. 498, 502 (1995) .
Il. STUDY ONE

A. Method
Forty-two respondents (twenty-three men, nineteen women) completed questionnaires "about moral psychology," participating in one hour sessions in groups of one to eight people. Respondents gave demographic information (gender, age, and highest year of education completed) and answered questions about their beliefs about crime and morality. Respondents were asked to agree or disagree (l=strongly disagree; 5=strongly agree) with the following statements: (1) "Crime is the most serious problem faced by today's society;" (2) "It is better for ten guilty people to go free than for one innocent person to suffer;" and (3) "Assume you are on a jury to determine the sentence of a defendant already convicted of a very serious crime. 'I could not vote for the death penalty regardless of the facts and circumstances of the case."' Respondents were also asked to rate their political attitudes on a 9-point scale (1=very liberal; 5=moderate; 9=very conservative) and to choose from the following four options what they thought the primary goal of legal punishment should be: retribution, deterrence, incapacitation, and rehabilitation. 47 These four penal philosophies were considered to range from most to least conservative in ideology, respectively.
The next section of the questionnaire listed word pairs naming two criminal offenses. Respondents were asked to rate the similarity of the pairs on a 9-point scale (l=completely dissimilar; 9=completely similar). Twenty-five offenses were used as stimuli. 48 The majority of offenses were chosen from those used by
previous researchers using MDS to compare seriousness ratings, supplemented by offenses chosen from the original Sellin and Wolfgang study 0 and from Battig and Montague's study on category norms.-' Using twenty-five offenses yielded a 47. Cf 18 U.S.C. § 3553(a)(2) (2000) ("Factors to be considered in imposing a sentence.-The court, in determining the particular sentence to be imposed, shall consider-(2) the need for the sentence imposed-(A) to reflect the seriousness of the offense, to promote respect for the law, and to provide just punishment for the offense; (B) to afford adequate deterrence to criminal conduct; (C) to protect the public from further crimes of the defendant; and (D) to provide the defendant with needed educational or vocational training, medical care, or other correctional treatment in the most effective manner.").
48. Scholars suggest that twenty-five stimuli is an upper limit for subjects to rank. James B. total of 300 pair-wise judgment combinations. All subjects judged all combinations of items. To guard against spurious order effects, all offenses appeared an equal number of times in the first or second position. Five separate randomized lists of the 300 judgments were distributed to respondents to further guard against order effects and fatigue effects.
Finally, for corroboration, respondents were asked to rate the absolute seriousness of each of the twenty-five offenses on a 9-point scale (l=not serious; 9=very serious).
B. Results
Dimensionality
The first step in interpreting participants' responses was to determine the number of dimensions that could be inferred from them. That is, based on their ratings of the crimes' similarities, stimuli are plotted in n-dimensional space; MDS analysis allows the statistical determination of how many dimensions best capture that spatial plot. This facilitates inference as to what those dimensions represent.
Thus, in order to determine the most meaningful solution for the present data, values for stress and R 2 were plotted against dimensionality. "Stress" is a measure of the badness of fit of a particular n-dimensional solution; the lower the stress value the more accurately the solution fits the observed data. 2 The stress values for 1 to 6 dimensions respectively were .263, .161, .104, .073, .058, and .051, comparable to the stress values reported by Howe for 1 to 4 dimensional solutions, 3 and slightly higher than the index of alienation reported by Fishman et al. for two dimensions. 4 Similarly, for 1 to 6 dimensions, the R 2 values (the proportion of variance in the scaled data accounted for by their distances) were . 799, .875, .927, .954, .966, and .970 . These results suggested that the optimal solution was a 3-dimensional one, as increasing dimensionality after three dimensions resulted in substantially less reduction in stress and less increase in R 2 . Inspecting these plots helps to identify the dimensions underlying subjects' judgments about the stimuli (as in any MDS analysis, interpretation of these dimensions is inductive and stems from inspection of the relative positions of the items in the plot). To facilitate interpretation, this solution is displayed in twodimensional representations in Figures 1 through 3 Dimension I (Figs. 1, 2 ) reflects the amount of harm that results from the perpetration of an offense. Crimes that inflict substantial direct harm are clustered at one end of this dimension: rape, murder, child abuse or molestation, and manslaughter. Similar offenses against person or property that cause significant but less serious direct harm, such as assault, battery, kidnapping, or arson, rank moderately high on this dimension. Crimes that do not actually inflict serious harm appear low on this dimension: shoplifting, income tax evasion, jaywalking, and civil disobedience. This dimension evidently captures, in substantial part, subjects' ratings of the absolute seriousness of the crimes, as prostitution rape robbery shoplifting speeding tax evasion vandalism outlined in Table 1 . 55 Other crimes causing varying degrees of harm along this dimension can be seen in Figures 1 and 2 .
2007/A Multidimensional Analysis with Implications for Law and Psychology
Dimension 2 (Figs. 1, 3 ) reflects the deprivation of another's property or person, consistent with a libertarian ideal that wrongness involves infringing on another and his autonomy. Offenses that clearly involve financial deprivation are at one extreme of this dimension, such as extortion, burglary, robbery, blackmail, and embezzlement. Moderately high on this dimension are similar crimes against person or property, such as kidnapping, income tax evasion, or arson. Low on this dimension are crimes that clearly do not directly infringe on another's rights or property, such as jaywalking, speeding, civil disobedience, and prostitution. These can be seen as so-called "victimless crimes" that a libertarian may in fact not consider criminal at all. To a lesser extent than Dimension 1, this dimension also reflects subjects' ratings of the absolute seriousness of the crimes, as outlined in Table 1 .56 Other crimes varying along this dimension can be seen in Figures 1 and 3 .
Finally, inspection of the plots suggests that Dimension 3 (Figs. 2, 3 ) reflects recklessness, i.e., the potential for a criminal action to have unforeseen, serious physical consequences. At the most extreme of this dimension is arson, a crime that not only can cause more property damage than intended, but can cause unintended loss of life as well. Similarly high on this dimension are speeding, drunk driving, assault, and vandalism, offenses that may have consequences causing significant harm over and above that which was intended. On the other extreme are prostitution and adultery, offenses that are not only seen as producing low to moderate amounts of harm, 57 but also have less potential to produce additional, direct physical harm. Other crimes with varying potentials for causing unforeseen physical harm can be seen in Figures 2 and 35 When all three dimensions were entered into a regression analysis, together they accounted for an extremely high proportion of the variance in the ratings of absolute seriousness. 9 The majority of the predictive power comes from Dimensions 1 and 2, as shown in the regression table displayed in Table 2. 55. r(25)=.94,p<.01. 56. r (25) = .44,p < .05. 57. Seetbll. 58. There was an inverse correlation between scores on Dimensions I and 3; as one was weighted more heavily, the other was weighted less heavily. r (42) = -.32, p = .042.
59. Multiple r = .974. 
Demographics and Attitudes
The relationships among demographic and attitudinal variables, and the ratings of absolute seriousness given to each offense, were examined through correlational analysis. Descriptive statistics for the dependent variables appear in Table 1 . Correlations among important dependent variables are shown in Table 3 . The stimuli chosen were successful in eliciting a range of seriousness judgments, as seen in Table 1 . Some unsurprising correlations appeared, such as between offenses involving money (e.g., embezzlement and robbery) 6 0 and between offenses involving children (e.g., child abuse and child molestation).
6 , More interesting were two gender differences. Women were more likely to agree with Statement 1, that "[cirime is the most serious problem in today's society,, 6 2 and less likely to agree with Statement 2, that "[i]t is better for ten guilty people to go free than for one innocent person to suffer., 63 Although this pattern ostensibly reflects conservative ideals, the results also showed no significant relationship between gender and self-reported conservatism 6 4 or between gender and crime seriousness. The only gender difference in such ratings was for drunk driving; women considered it more serious than did men.
65
Conservatism did, however, play a role both in adherence to a particular penal philosophy and in opposition to the death penalty. Unsurprisingly, those respondents considering themselves more conservative tended to have 66 significantly less liberal penal philosophies (as defined a priori), and were significantly less likely to oppose the death penalty. 6 7 Similarly, those who had more liberal penal philosophies tended to more strongly oppose the death penalty. 68 Further analysis reveals a significant tendency for those who agreed with Statement 1 to disagree with Statement 2. 69 Did subjects perceive the dimensions differently? Correlational analysis suggested that gender was not an important variable in making such differentiations, as men and women did not differ at conventionally significant levels on any of the dimension coordinates. 7° Significant differences at the .05 level existed, however, between subjects' scores on coordinates for Dimension 1 and several background variables. As Dimension 1 was weighted more heavily 60. r (42) regarding the problem of crime in society.
IV. STUDY TWO
Although the dimensions illustrated in Figures 1-3 implied the labels identified in Study 1, the labels were nevertheless still inferences. These inferences were consistent with existing research, but it was still not clear that the dimensions identified in fact reflected the way subjects perceived the crimes used as stimuli. In short, it was not yet certain that these dimensions underlay subjects' thinking. The most direct way to evaluate the validity of these inferences was to examine whether subjects' explicit ratings of the offenses along the objective dimensions identified (e.g., amount of harm) in fact correlated with the location of the offenses along those dimensions. If so, then additional faith could be placed in the inferences about the nature of the dimensions observed-especially if the original subjects could be used as repeat participants.
A. Method
Thirty-eight of the forty-two respondents from Study I were contacted by mail and were invited to take part in a follow-up study to the study on moral psychology in which they had previously participated. Fifteen of those contacted agreed to participate. Those who completed the follow-up questionnaire were paid for their participation.
As in Study 1, respondents rated each of the twenty-five offenses on a 9-point scale. In order to directly test the inferences made in Study 1, these scales were phrased as they are above: the first asked participants to rate "the amount of harm that results from the perpetration of each offense" (1=least amount of harm; 9=most amount of harm). The second asked them to rate "the extent to which each offense listed below reflects the deprivation of another's property or person" (l=least amount of deprivation; 9=most amount of deprivation). The third asked them to rate "the extent to which each offense listed below reflects recklessness, i.e., the potential for a criminal action to have unforeseen, serious physical consequences" (l=least amount of recklessness; 9=most amount of recklessness). 
B. Results
Several correlations address the relationship between each hypothesized dimension and the explicit ratings made by subjects when instructed to use those dimensions. First, the correlation between Dimension 1 coordinates and ratings of "amount of harm" was extremely high, 75 even higher than the relation between Dimension 1 and the ratings of seriousness noted above. Second, the correlation between Dimension 2 coordinates and ratings of "amount of deprivation" was also considerable. 76 Finally, the correlation between Dimension 3 coordinates and "amount of recklessness" was lower, but not insubstantial."
The study identified three dimensions that explained subjects' judgments of the seriousness of criminal and immoral behaviors: amount of harm, deprivation of other, and recklessness, or potential for additional physical harm. Previous studies identify comparable, if not identical dimensions. Howe, 7 8 Fishman, Kraus, and Cohen, 79 and Blum-West demonstrated the first dimension, amount of harm; 80 Blum-West's study noted the second, deprivation of other's person or property; 8 ' and Howe's 82 and Blum-West's revealed the third dimension, recklessness.
83 As multidimensional scaling (MDS) is designed to give insight into the factors entering into a stimulus judgment, these three dimensions illustrate the factors underlying judgments of the behaviors used as stimuli here. These findings extend the three studies above regarding the dimensional structure of the 75. r=.958,p<.001. 76. r=.605,p=.001. 77 . r = .182, p = .384. The lower correlation between ratings of "recklessness" and Dimension 3 coordinates has two alternative explanations. First, the dimension may have been misidentified, and recklessness may not have been the third dimension used by respondents in making their judgments about stimuli. Second, the identification may have been correct, but subjects may not have used the dimension in their explicit ratings, only in the original implicit ratings. That is, subjects may have misunderstood or misapplied the definition of "recklessness" given when they made their explicit ratings. Although it is always facile to "blame" subjects for findings that do not match predictions, there are at least three factors that support this alternative explanation. First, the correlation, although not significant, was hardly negligible. Second, as detailed below, the recklessness dimension is consistent with existing literature in both MDS analyses of crimes and in moral judgments of criminal activities. Third, based on informal written responses on the returned questionnaires, at least one subject experienced confusion about the instructions on the third dimension ratings. Others may also have experienced this misunderstanding. Accordingly, there is justification for at least tentatively accepting the interpretation of the third dimension as recklessness, and subsequent research using or reflecting a multidimensional framework can shed additional light on the question. perception of criminal offenses and offer additional evidence for the importance of examining the multidimensional structure of crime perceptions (and, by extension, judgments of immorality, as discussed below). As Howe asserted, using similarity ratings rather than a single unidimensional evaluative scale allows a clearer picture of those features and attributes that subjects find important in making their judgments about criminal offenses. 84 That is, a unidimensional approach may fail to reveal aspects of seriousness or morality that individuals differentially find important, just as here a multidimensional approach clarified what aspect of a crime those with a conservative ideology found more important than did those with a liberal view. Both confirmation that perceptions of crime and crime seriousness are multidimensional, as well as evidence about individual scaling and correlational data, have important consequences for social psychological and criminological research. Discussion of each of the three topics described above (individual differences, criminal justice policy making, and moral decision-making) is served by insight into such perceptions' multidimensional nature.
A. Individual Differences
Information about differences on demographic and attitudinal variables is useful in furthering research into individual differences in judgments about and perceptions of crime and morality. In the present case, only one gender difference was found in ratings of offense seriousness (drunk driving), and individual dimensional analysis did not suggest that males and females weight dimensions of crime seriousness very differently. The previous studies using MDS to investigate perceptions of crime did not address gender differences, so the stability of this null finding is unclear. It is likely, however, that gender differences do not exist in the criteria underlying perceptions of crime but do exist in individuals' susceptibility to biases in the subsequent processing of those perceptions." Additional research involving, for example, implicit social cognition methodologies, reaction time paradigms, or similar attempts to 816 examine non-conscious decision criteria may address this issue.
However, consistent with evidence about the thinking of individuals with conservative as opposed to liberal ideologies, 87 the data suggested that such 84. Howe, supra note 17, at 1388. 85. See, e.g., Blumenthal , supra note 37, at 9 & n.53 (noting empirical evidence showing lack of basic sex differences in moral reasoning, despite conventional views).
86. E.g., id. at 24-25; Anthony G. Greenwald & Mahzarin R. Banaji, Implicit Social Cognition: Attitudes, Self-Esteem, and Stereotypes, 102 PSYCHOL. REV. 4, 20 (1995 9 Although the present study did not directly address this question of complexity, the results did suggest qualitatively different decision criteria for individuals who professed different political orientations. Such results do indirectly support the complexity distinction, by presenting evidence for fundamentally different evaluative criteria. Conservatives tended to focus less on the amount of harm caused by an offense than did liberals and to focus more on an offense's potential for subsequent physical harm than did liberals. When members of either group weighted one of the two dimensions more heavily than the other, they weighted the second dimension somewhat less heavily. Subsequent research can further identify the actual mechanisms of this weighting process and, perhaps, what additional factors may influence it. 90 However, such findings are clearly relevant to research in the first area described in the introduction, individual differences in legislative and jury decision-making, in the psychology of morality, and in psychological attributions of blame or responsibility.
Such differences-based both on political orientation and on penal philosophy, for instance-are also important when juxtaposed with, for instance, Robinson and Kurzban's findings. 9' Those authors found few demographic or attitudinal differences and based their legal and policy inferences heavily on a general concordance of subject rankings. 92 To the extent that such differences do exist, however, both research and policy inferences might change.
B. Policy Implications
Regarding the second area described in the Introduction, the usefulness of information about social perceptions of crime for setting policy is unclear. Several authors and a Congressional committee on sentencing have suggested that information about such perceptions can profitably be used in developing criminal justice policies such as allocation of police resources or, more commonly, the structuring of sentencing guidelines. 93 Others, however, have noted that the importance of public perceptions of crime depends heavily on what legislators consider the primary purpose of punishment; they argue that "public opinion data [about crime and sentencing] are of little relevance" for the purpose of legislating punishment. 9 Rather than seeking to resolve this debate, I aim here simply to supply information for it. The present results show that consensus as to perceptions of crime or morality may not be quite as universal as Robinson and Kurzban suggest. Although individuals may perceive certain criminal offenses as equally serious, they may in fact focus on very different evaluative dimensions in reaching such agreement. That is, people may agree about how serious a crime may be, but not why it is so serious. To the extent that the use of different dimensions is related to different penal philosophies, Golash and Lynch's arguments about the difficulty of basing legislation on public consensus gain support.
9
" Further research will be useful to determine whether penal philosophy is an integrated perspective or outlook on social interactions (similar to "conservatism" or "liberalism") and if so, the extent to which it might guide other decisions, or whether it is more of a derivative perspective that stems from a more integrated one, such as political orientation. 96 
VI. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION
The empirical research reported here makes at least five contributions to the legal and social scientific literature. First, it highlights a methodological approach, multidimensional scaling, that is relatively new to the empirical legal literature. Few legal scholars have made use of this approach to date, but it is a useful methodology for uncovering both conscious and unconscious perceptions of various stimuli. 97 Second, it extends analysis of the multidimensional nature of perceptions of crime. Only three previous empirical studies have explicitly addressed the assumption that such perceptions are unidimensional; only two of an action moral weight, both from a legal perspective and from a psychological one. Maintaining an individual's right to her property or person is likewise a fundamental principle of legal and moral philosophies. And the degree to which an action or outcome was intended or foreseen serves as one basis for evaluating whether and to what extent that action was criminal. The judgments people make about immoral and criminal behaviors thus offer insight into the criteria by which they make moral decisions. Although Howe believed that his MDS results were insufficient to demonstrate "an underlying dimension of ... moral judgment," Howe, supra note 17, at 1387, the perspective developed here suggests that this view is perhaps too modest. To co-opt Howe's own words for the present discussion, the structures underlying people's judgments of immoral behaviors-as suggested by the MDS used here-may in fact be interpreted as " [m] Thus, the present study illustrates the possibility for a view of moral decision-making that adds to the current paradigm of the analysis of narratives in investigating moral reasoning. See also Shultz & Darley, supra note 40, at 247. It also emphasizes a role for social cognition in studying moral decision-making and illustrates the importance of attributions and the inferences we make from them in making moral judgments. A working hypothesis herein is that looking for implicit factors or criteria underlying decision-making can complement research that investigates explicit explanations for such decisions-research that can then apply to real-world policy issues. In this way, the present study also demonstrates the usefulness of current conceptions of social cognition for devising a language in which to speak about moral decision-making. In order to evaluate a particular event or action, an individual must identify the cause of the event, the intentionality of the actor, and any situational constraints that may mitigate initial moral judgments about that actor. SHAVER, supra note 39, at 63-64. Social cognitive research indicates that cultural, motivational, personal, situational, and affective influences may each play a part in shaping an individual's perception of social events, as well as in the attributions and inferences made about those events. Nancy E. those actually used a methodology specifically designed to identify multiple dimensions." Moreover, the solution here amplifies the findings of those two twenty-year-old studies from two dimensions to three, suggesting that a more extensive framework may underlie such judgments than was previously identified. The present findings also suggest that different aspects of this framework are used differently by individuals with different social perspectives (conservative versus liberal orientations), and indicates a potential connection to existing research on such individuals. Where such differences were not found but might be expected by some, such as gender differences, I suggested specific ways of resolving the issue.
Third, these studies connect the dimensional nature of such perceptions to the literature on moral decision-making. The dimensions identified here reflect previous findings regarding the ways in which individuals make judgments with moral implications. In assessing blame, responsibility, mitigation, and other outcomes that involve moral issues, individuals make use of criteria such as those described here in their decisions. 99 However, previous studies have not emphasized the possibility that these criteria reflect underlying structures that serve as a basis for morality-based decision-making. Identifying the present dimensions in additional multidimensional scaling studies with different stimuli and different samples will support this claim even more strongly.
This alternate means of analysis emphasizes the fourth contribution of the present paper. A paradigm in which inferences are made only from narrative explanations of subjects' decisions may not give a complete picture of such decisions.'° Thus, in addition to asking subjects about their reasons for making a particular moral decision, a perspective that identifies the criteria underlying those decisions in another way, and then manipulates those criteria in subsequent research, can only help in gaining insight into how we think about morality. The current study is one step in developing such a perspective.
Finally, these studies contribute to the legal and policy discussion over the implications of lay intuitions of justice. Identifying underlying dimensions of perceptions of crime provides new information in the discussion over the extent to which substantive law should match or reflect lay intuitions, and why. Understanding what such intuitions might be, and then developing further research as to whether those intuitions are malleable or affected by information and education, ' O0 will bring into sharper focus the appropriate interaction between citizens' intuitions and the law. 
101.
Compare Blumenthal, supra note 29, at 18 (discussing possibility of educating citizens), with Robinson & Kurzban, supra note 8 (manuscript at 52-53) (questioning whether such education would be effective).
